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c1rcumstances that éxist in the school or-district where the program 1s to

e ) e : ) , e g
. . . N - . )
FOREWORD - L .
S - PR < . ", v
. WS “ v -7 — ’
* * -

Thls “réport is 1htended to prov1de a summary record of the development

and evaluatlon of one of the prqducts produced by the gduaatlonal Management

(

) Program. The product 1s not however,{consldered by the Labora ory to be«

-~ b
complete and ready for sale t'gpotentlal users by the Laboratory at thls;tJme )
Thus th1s*report should be viewed pr1mar11y as a status report for a product

LY

that cannot be f1n1shed now because,the necessary addltlonal funds, afe not -

fY . '\.‘ '
. * . x ,4'\:—" .
There are two factors that contrmputed to the unf1n1shed development of

ptesently avallable.

hadp

the product F1rst plannlng for the actual 1ntroduct10n in classrooms of -

antlnstructlonal program is a task that is very much constralned by spec1f1c

be UaEd Ho%;the task should and can be’done 1s also greatIy depe dent on

i)

‘the ettent to wh1ch prior tasks have ‘been compTeted sat1sfactor11y' Itis

v
even pos51ble that there 1s no kind of preparation that .Can be offered to,

school "staffs in this area, except as it is de51gned by someone who can

appreciate the unique problems in a particular school setting, T

4

™~ .
Second, the approach taken in the conceptualization of“thls unit was a

:-‘

marked departure from that followed in the development of other un1ts that
[ &N o v
had been undertaken by the Educat10nal Management Program/ Th1s was, in_

[

1arge part, a:reflection of the issues discussed abbVe. The effort was made

to info'rm school staffs about general processes that could be useful when

¢ ~

applied to unique situations. The approach seems a correct one, but the .
creation of materials that will lead pedple to appreciate'andéapply new
processes is much more challenging than the teaching of new knowledge or

skills. . -

EAS

. bt




P The faét that the un1t 15 mcomple\e may be seen " in part, as test:unony

Y

s

*,y to the greater diffieulty of the undje‘rtalxlng. The progress fade in the , ]
1

developmen’t of the unit 1nd1cates "that w:Lt'h addltlonal time and effort it ' 8,1

v _could be made qulte useful in broadenmg the experlence and knowledge of
school staffs in an mportant area. " L * - CL

Even, though the product is 1ncomplete accordmg to accepted Laboratory

, Standards, ‘it is not necessary to donclude that it should not be disseminated

through other channels for use in part1cular 51tuat10ns. It seems likely

that skilled consultants accustomed ‘to working w1tb ‘'school staffs 1n a .

o Y .

{ facilitative-way may f1nd tl're unit to be a very useful resource for increas-
.

J.ﬂfg their efficiency. The un1t may also be of value to! school staffs 1n

assessing their own progress’ 1n the complicated process of, plann:mg new
% .
" instructional programs that will better meet the needs of their students,
o, . . .

o T'fle unit, accompanied byv this status report will”(made available for

such uses through ERIC _and other appropriate procedures for placing it in the

.
-

publlc domajn will be sought , Addltlonal development work will be done if

\

opporttm(;tles for such e.ffort arise, y e r
1 . v

. Program Director ,
.o . Educational Management Program

]

L\ . .
' ’ 7 v . J
v ‘ Richard W. Watki_ns‘ ,'
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- tional programs This umt is directed te\the secong’tg of these three areas.

'h

. . ! ) ' .. L . . .
. v ) De\(elopment and Evaluatlon of . ',

s3

' ' Plannmg Program ImplemerLtatlon. A Prq:ess Gulde B . -

« - N ] * "e A ’ '
. : Y o ’
Plannlng Program Implementataon is one of six sets of materials developed -

to mé:rease the sk111), knowledge and und?erstandmg of school personnel in the

area of mstructlonalﬁ plannmg and management. Instructlonal planm.ng is . s
that area of educatlonaI admmlstratlon that is concerned
¢’
W1th providing ed.xca 1 oppo utles for ch11dren. .This area may be fur- .-

< ”

defmed generally as

t}{e;r defmed as’ 1nv01v1ng the establlshment of‘mstructlonal program purposes,

"the design and Jmplementatxon of programs astd the evaluatlon of the instruc-
# :

- . »

It dlffers from the other upits in thl)s ser1esi however in that it places .
-

much greater empha51s on fam111ar1zatlon with and use of partlcular kmds of

processes in a gystematic way than on the development of spec;t.f:.c skills or .

Ki * ° R )

1mp rting knowledge. - . X ”

T e e - N . ‘ - ‘ v s ’ ’ .
. T -Intended Users “. 1

’

The materlals of Plannm&Program Inq)lementatlon are des1gned for those

H

schodl personnel who are d1rect1y concerned with plannmg for the mtroductlon !

€.

of a chosen or developed 1nstruct10na1 program in classrooms The specific .
ole t1t1es of such staff will vary from d1str1ct to d1str1ct but most often

will include lmlldmg prmclpals, departmeht heads dlstﬁlct currlculum

[4
spee1allsts and classroom ‘teachers.’ The unit is deslgned prlmarlLy for, and . :

will 11ke1y be most uséful to, sta£f members\ drawn from a s:.ngle school,e or )
group. of schools, who are faced mth a cmnnon mstructlonal probléi‘i%( It may

also be” useful to groups composed of staff from dlff'erent schools or d'1str1cts,

as in tm1vers1ty ggraduate courseszor inter-district WOrkshops; but this will .

result in a ‘somewhat artificial use of the material, and is not likely o be
R . . R 1
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»

. as successful as would-be ‘the case with-a more hamo

w

{

17

Product Purposes and Description

»
4

<

1

*

(" ORISR E

ular atteption to the details that need attentlonxé;ter a specific program

’ un1t should be’ used as a gu1de to thoughtful plannlng, rather than a book “of

“tion planning in the proper\tontext of overall instructional program planning.

"Reference is made in these sessions to other materials of potential value if

Thé goal bg\thls unit 4s to aid school -staff to produce 1mp1ementat10n L
plans for their proggams or projects. that are useful, 1mmed1ate1y appllcable, 3‘ .
and suff1c1ent1y detalled SO that those who have to work w1th the plans will _ g
understand what staff members are to do, and why.

iof prlnted

The unit 1tse1f consists °
; :
materials which presént guidelines for con51der1ng the-aspects of

pregram design that have 1mp11cat10ns for program 1mp1ementat10n, with part1c-
has been chosen The text emphaslzes that the, plannlng process proposed is

~only oné of a variety of ways that the task might b approached and that the

rules or steps that must be followed The unit is based on.the assumptlons

(a) that planning to 1npiement a program is a group process that must involve ~
’ those who will have responsihility for actual 1mp1ementat10n in making the .
decisions about the programs, \hb) that these staff members already have the |
capability for performance of the necessary plannlng tasks WItH only the direc-
tion provided by general gu1de11nes, and (c) that the particular program to be

implemented has already been chosen to meet a pressing problem faced by a “school.

) )

It is presently judged that an actual 1mp1ementat10n plan might be devel-
oped using the tunit in six*sessions of about three hours each. It is antici- ¢
pated, however, that there will he considerable variftlon in the time

E Ty
requlrements from one situation to another- dependlrg on the characteristics

of the group and the amount of effort that has been devoted to the prior steps

of program planning, The first two sessions are devoted to placing 1mp1eﬂbnta-

-

4
e '?
‘
.

7

-
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~ stebs that should loglcally follow t\ls planning-stage, but the sessmn{j}’;{s

S

)

‘ning. The, third, fourth and fifth sessmns ake up the deta11ed REpCesSEs of -

the plan?exs conclude’ that the flrst stages of program p)a.nniﬁg have not
S .

been suff1c1ent1y cémpleted to permlt eﬁfectlve progfam inplementatlon plan- '

=

~

O

lmglementatlon plann:mg The final session is dlrected to, a ‘review of the

[

L}

1ntended to- be ‘no more than a llstlng and brief. dlscuss:Lon nf the iéter steps.

A list of the- tasks to be covered duung\the use o% the: un;t is presented. . AR
below organlzed.by the recommended structu I"of- the six- sess QS v ¢
‘ .Ix hd z e = L o I N
Session I - Select planning group e'étder- - W !
' ’ fe o Defme problem’to bg* alldressed’ .
— S elect program ob;ec\ff es . o« A
N . * <
Session II De51gn or select a prégram/project to meet obJect tves
I
Session IIT Develqp 1mp1ementat10n plan . )
' \
, > — Write nnplementatlon group mission statement- )
Determiné personnel requirements, including’
preservice and inservice training .
/ * Determine mateual equipment and other physical
. requ1rements ‘ .
Fl l‘\ * ‘)
Sessmn IV Develop implementation plan (cont'd) #
< . - \\_ i %, /
P “Determine sehool readiness .
, “+ Plan staff selection. ’ . %o
s . Plan purchasing schedule .
Plan staff orientation ot i : !
Session V Develop in;plementation plan (cont'd) ‘
_— . Determine costs 5 B
T ' Detemlneasequence of implementation tasks
« * ' *  'Establish%¥imeline

-

. Arrange :mdependent review of plan

Session VI Develop evaluatlon plan <
. Secure approval of plan and budget
) Initiate and operate program plan :
= Conclude plans - .
! . Evaluate program ’ AU A

Determlne program future

——

An appendix to the unit sets forth the crucial, features of the design of

. «
’
L] . ] -

an instructional program in éxperience based career education, which can be

# ~

:
’ ; 8 .
:
.
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\% : b
- used as a basis f..: program nnplementatlon planning ih the event that users of v

L

the writ ha\re not yet, -in fact, cho‘sen a particular program to meet an 1dent1-

fied need, _Users of the Plannlng ProLam Implementatlon unit are not encouraged

»

-

to make use of this appendix, however, unless. there seems no alternative way
that a group can arrlve at a consensus on a program de51gn that would be mqre
meanlngful or more reallst1C in therr) 51tuat1q\n,\ Two other short,appendlces de-
scribe the use of Task Work Sheets and proV1de a glossary of terms used in the
unit. Addltlonally, there 1s a comprehenslve b1bllography that inciudes refer-

" ences to_ppblications and other kinds of trammg materials that might be .useful
in sthffitrammg.

The role of the coordinator or group leader in the use of the unit is¢
e‘gsentla’lly one of fac111tator of the group's p’rocess success in the role is |
probably largely dependent on personal style, knowledge, about J_ndlv‘ldual C /
participants, “and fam111ar1ty with the 51tuat10n w1th1n which those using the
trammg unit are operating. The leader is to be chosen from the plannlng
group by the group members, and there 1s no separate set of materials intended

' specifically for the coordlnator or leader although some suggestlons are

~
given to him in the unit materials. o .

- ' T

)

Rroduct Development and Testing

As the Educational Management Program focus /on tralnlng evolved from

work in an earller program,® “and from analy51s of school staff needs ,- three
general area$ of prograf planmng were defmed establish:.ng program pur-

~ poses, designing programs, and evaluatmg the programs. Contmumg analysis
and conceptuallzatmn “i(xdlcated that a crucial area rhat(h/ad been omitted
m1t1ally was that of plannmg for actual nnplementatlon in the classrooms o
of "the programs that had been des1gned or Jmplemented It became increasingly
clear that the design or cholce of a progx‘am that would meet _the identified .

needs, goals and objectives for a program would na be s,ufficie_nt.-.; Often, '

. > " - g
Y * . L J -
Q. . - : e v - "

P




i ment of plans on which actual developnent work could be based had to be

- delayed until Iate in 1971 LJenks 1971). The tentative objectives of the -

_programs;ghe had extensive knowledge of the problems and pit-falls in this

"There was a "aebrleflng" of the students following the use.of the unit, . and

-
]
(9, ]
]
-

s ‘. ’ . . x‘_ < . . , b 2‘?‘
well- des1gned'programs were weakened or in same, cases not actually prov1ded

-

in the cldssrooms, becauSe insufficient axtentlon had been given to the many

pgoblems that m1ght be encountered in 1nstallat10n of ‘the program, !
The Teed for a tra1n1ng unit 1n the Educatlonal Management Program | (

d1rected spec1f1cally to the tasks of 1mplement1ng programs in schools was

f1rst stated by Banathy and Jenks in 1970, .and general plans for.the devel-

- opment of such’ a unit included 1n the proposed scope of program work for 1971 «

(Far West Laboratory, September 1970) Preparation of a more detailed state- . =~ ~

*, 13

proposed un1?’def1ned at that t1me 1nc1uded conceptual knowledge of varieties
of management styles and their implications. fpr school staffs who must_ imple-,

ment programs knowledge of the elements of a'good implementation plan skllls

.
R

yc r . .

in assessment and choice of a part1cular leaiFrshlp style and in the develop-
ment: of a spec1f1c 1mplementat10n plan; the provision of technlques to assess.

ex1st1ng management stxles 1n.operation in a given school or district; and
guidelines to determine organizational requirements. ’

The program’ staff issued a sub-contract with an .external agency (Problem
bolV1ng, Inc, of San Rafael, Ca11forn1a) to assist in the development of a
prototype of a unit designed to achieve these obJectlves. This consultlng f1nn

was chosen because the pres1dent of the f1rm had specialized in assisting

schools and othér agencies in the development and installation of innovative

process, gained from work in a variety of school settings.

.d

Testing of Draft Prototype

A draft of thé prototype version was used in three class meetings of a

course at Calmfornla State University, San Francisco, in late March 1972

RN 10 .
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the 'faéuity.member résponsible for the course prepared a very thouéhtfql
4 % * ,Q .
cx;’itiqae of the unit (Putter).l-"lhe following excerpts from the critique are
-t g . . - . v .
presented because this protqtype test had an important’ influence on the transi-

tion frcm'<a skill-kiowledge oriented unit to one that is a process‘guide.
3 ‘ ‘ . .
¢ - 'Many people in the Seminar indicated that they were pleased to
have had this experience. None indicated the opposite. The sug-
gestions which'follow are in additiem to the_ones indde by the -
p Seminar on April.4th...4My Strongest reactitn to the document it-
.+ ° . self is very positive in that it systématizes the process of
program implemehtation. The org through twenty points listed on
page 9 dnd detailed in the remdinder of the*draft makes it possible
to learn how Yo implement a program. The fwenty step analysis is
- a sound orfe and much needed in Educational Administration.
Typical litérature in the field would include bits and pieces of
> , the twenty steps, but not. in the complete and consistent way set
-“*forth by Brokes,' o, ' )

"To make it"a more effective training document, I would suggest
adding somé of the ‘cqncepts presented orally that are not ad-
equately developed in ‘the draft as follows:

1, Extrinsic and intrinsic motivators.

Z. lero-games ‘Vs.-non-zero games,

3. Working the problem and not the people.
The class presentations in those areas (and others) were helpful
in developing.a clearer conceptualization of participative man-
agement. Thisstype of management requires a high level of human
relatidns skills and know-how. Any strengthening of the H-R i
factors would be a gain., I also think that a bit more content-
should be developed regarding resistance to change and how to
deal with it....At the subsequent méeting of the Seminar, the
suggestion was made that the document did not provide quite
"Ludugh inputs to give at least one student the confidence he felt
he needed in the general area of coping with resistance. I had
the feeling that many others agreed." '

S T ) ) I v

F&llowing this prototypg test, a one day critique session was held by

»

o
the development staff and the ‘following external specialists:

Dr. Don Barbee . Dr. Richard Snow
Department of Educational Administratidn "School of Education -
California State- University - Stanford University
Mr. Rogef‘Falge * @ ° KX

Marin County Schools Office o o

San Rafael, California
-, . i )
. The unit objectives and content were quite extensively revised based on

. the results of the prototype'test“and external critiques. ,Ihir%een rather
. - e & . * " * .

* specific objectives related to steps in the implementation planning process.
o , - . ,

11 : ,




were defined tentatively, The rationale for the content’revisions ‘and

the newly deflned obJectlves were described in a progress repOrt submltted
to the fundlng agency (Educational Management Program, April 1973) The

following k1nds of content revisions were made: -
1. Two problem simulations were‘developed for potential use by trainees.

2. Didactic-material was revised to place more emphasis on group

* 3
. .

"process problems.

-

3. A manual of,procedures was developed to assist trainee gfbups.'

v A ¥

Target Audience Assessment "

i
In order to, obtain more information about the character1st1cs and needs of

the school staffs for whom the unit was 1ntended a one and a half day plannlng

meeting was arranged for eight administrators from the San Rafael, California

School District in March 1973. Participants were asked to‘réad the revised unit

in advance, but were also asked not to refer to it during the meeting. They

were, in effect, asked to undertake the task of planning, for program implementa-?

" tion on their own. . The unit materials were used only to describe an approach to

their plannlng task and to suggest 1mportant 1ssues to be congidered. Although
the group was composed of both elementary and secondary adm1n1strators . they
chose to plan for the implementation of a new early childhood program. The
following conclusions about the planhing process were reached, based on‘direct
observation of the process by program staff and.on written comments and ques-
tionnaire responses madé by the participants in the training session:
1. The group, though experienced and competent administrators mixed
the "what" and 'how'" of planning. Goals and process were continually
confused apparently w1th no recognltlon by the part1c1pants,that
thlS was happening. . ’ “.
2. The participants used terminology related to 1mp1ementat10n planning

12

P
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.

in quite d'i‘ffereri:: ways, resulting in some confusion and disagree-
ment -that delayed -‘p’rogre\ss'\ in thF déveiopnent of a plan,

‘ 3. 'I‘he group was not prepared to dea1¢w1th the problem of establishing
.a budget for ‘the pro; ect bemg planned or to con51der the relat.ron
between costs and alteT'natlve program ‘characteristics,

4. 'I‘he person chosen by the éroup as a leader, because he was quite

- familiar Wlth the pmgram bemg planned, was not experlenced in the

-

pIannmg processes anH SO was unable @ keep the group on target

- or to fac111tate 1t}s work

t
.

5. The 1mp1en"=ntat10n plan produced durlng the plannlng session was -

A

Judged by the staff wwers to be 1nadequate as ‘a basis for )

agtually startmg up a pmgram.

/62 'I'he partlclpants thought the un1t materials to be appropr1ate to

3 T their ability and experience, and viewed the emphasis on participative
. . “ . . '

- ' managefient very. positively. As a group, the participants varied in
"‘ > . »

‘ the'ii' opinio;ps: aboift the need for feedback in the unit;“/ or self-tests,

-~

. and about whether a group leader chgsen by the participants was being

. given too much responsibility for the success or failure of the
0 . . - % -

’ N

planning activities . -

L
2 The experlence gamed from thls use of the ]JIllt ‘and the increased under-

ﬁ«‘

§tandmg of potential tagget audlences led to anothe1~ revision of the goals
e e~ and obJectlves. A deéc;rlptlon of the reV1sed unit was presented in a second
progress report submltted te NIE (qucatlonal Management Program, September 1973).

. This repoz;t also mcludes, a discussion of the plans” for and results of a field

\ . ”_&‘

test of the revised uhift. ‘

..

Preliminary Form Testing . e ' -~

-

A . . " -
Two test sites had been scheduled for the summer of 1973 using classes

. L
o ,‘ i3

-

4 i ‘-
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of educational administrators at two different institutions. The enrollment

at one .college was insufficient to justify conducting the course, however, so

that only one test site at California State University, San Francisco, was
available. There vere seventeen participants, in the field test, all of whom
were working for a master's degree in educational administration. About two-

thirds of the students were in preservice training for €lementary or secondary

positions; the remainder of the group included a curriculum specialist, &

™

counselor, a special education consultant and a school administrator. In
short, the group was very heterogeneous with respect to prior experience, and
could not in any way be seen as sharing a common instrucl:.io'nal planning problem.

The program staff introduced the unit, and divided the class into three
groups. Each group was asked to choose its own leader and to proceed through
the unit as designed. A simulated problem was_proﬁded by the staff to each
g’;'oup, if the group wished to usg' it. After these arrangements had been
made, the program staff acted only as observers of the process, and did not
intervene further. No group actdal'ly used the sixmia:ted problém, as a basis
for the implementaticn planning; each group identified a problem oi‘f its own,
but these pfoblems themgel\'es were in spme sense simulated since thé group
members could not ‘share a common problem. l

The time allowed for this unit within the context of the total _cdurse

prevented the collection of information about specific gains resulting from

the use of the unit. The opinion data and ratings of the unit did indicate

~ mariedly increa.ed awareness of the importance of implementation planning, re-

flected participant judgments that the tasks outlined for the improvement in im-

plemeatation planning were useful, and i"eported increased confidence that par-
ticipants could perform the tasks required for successful planning. The
participants believed that the plans they produced would be uceful as a basis for

troducing a program in a school, and rated the training materials, on the
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average, somewhat higher than moderately useful (on a seven point scale) in
ini:reasing their ability to do good planning. The participants also said-
that they thought the material needed more examples and clarification, tha;c
more attention should be given to the way the group leader is chosen, and -

‘that a number of pages were unnecessarily confusing and should be rewritten.

-

Externial Specialist Review
The unit was again heaviily edited and portions rewritten, and the
separate materials on how to conduct the training workshop were incorporated .

with the actual workshop materials. This rev1sed unit was then sent, with

Supplement Ty mformatmn about the history of its development purposes, and
so oh, to five external reviewers. The reviewers were chosen to represent a

diversity of backgrounds and experience. They,were:

Dr. Roger Kaufman Dr. Thomas Lorch

U.S. International U'11ver51ty Director of Instructional Services

San Diego, California . Tamalpais Union High. School District'.
. Larkspur, California

Dr. Herb Salinger *  Mr. Hanlon Tharp

University of California Principal

Berkeley, California San Rafael Elementary School District

San Rafael, Califcrnia
Mr. Joseph Wardlaw .
Birector of Development
Vallejo Unified Schocl District
Vallejo, California -
The re\.‘*iewers were asked to respoﬁd to the follcgwi.ng questions:
1. Vhat about the need for the content of the unit by school staffs?
. Do the goals and objectives represent imgortant outcomes?’
3. How well does thé unit address the objectives?
4. Is the organization of the content coherent?
5. tWhat about the format of the wnit? .
6. Do you have any specific suggestions for changes, additional
materials, needed directions, exercises, models, etc.?
7. Any other concerns?

. | 15

.
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As expected, these reviewers responded in a Variet): of ways, incliading T '
exténsive interlinear comments in the unit itself. A former program staff N

member was asked to organize the comments and responses in a comprehensible ( \
R 5 N A N *

summary document for use by the progtram staff in possible further revision

o

of the unit (Y:ork). This summary report had 17 pages, and cannct be easily
" sumarized further for the purposc of this %eport. Half of the report dealt
with the responses to the first six questions listed ab‘ove s angi’ the remainder- -
with‘ suggestions for page byﬁpage changes, drawn largely from the interlinear
comhents. ‘The responses of the reviewers were carefully attended to in making‘ >
- additi:onal revisions to the unit. 'l‘he‘: report is essentially a staff wgrking |

paper, on file in the program archives, and it is not incIuded here because

it was baséd on a version of the unit no longer being used.

. t -
Revised Preliminary Form Testing

khen revisicn of the unit was completed, arrangements were made for
another field test of 'the unit conducted in August 1974, For this field test, .
six staff members from the Mountain View‘,‘ California High School District ‘

. N .
came to the Laboratory for five successive half day workfng séssions. This
}. . ,l’ . x

group was faced with the problem of planning for the introduction of a‘new-*
career education program in one of the high schools in_thé district., The

decision had been made by the district‘.to.:mstall such a prcgram in the

school and staff members had contacted the La“borat‘ory “EBCE program amjstaff for
/. 'y 2
assistance in preparation for the prog arm In a very real sense, t is group P
/
_ provided an opportunlty to test the unit 'isv what was very nearly 'optnjrum )

situation for which it was mtendecf : ( / ;

i
kY

When the plannmg meetlngs <tarted, it was expecteda;ha; ‘this group would

] have an mplementatlon plan’ at ‘the conr‘lusmn ‘of the flﬁth 59361011. Whe?\t':;'ley

N

had completed the five work sess;ons, however, they sa1d 'qpat they were not
s

o satisfied with thLe plan they had and would prefer to do additional work on it.

[Kc . 48 . ¢

Tox Provided oy ERIC . - i . 4

Lh



mey agree& to, send rheir final. plan to the program staff.at a '1ater time,

9 but the plan has'not yet been received' it seems most likely that with the .
openmg of school in the fall the plannmg group s:mply did not have tgfme to ’
assemble and WOrk more on thé plan. As dlscussed. below, the planners'

T

;- dlssatlsfactlon w;.th the plan produced, in no way indicates that the group was
$

dissatisfied with the trammg or group plannmg experience. On ‘the contrary,
they appeared to believe it qu1te useful, and some measure of its value to
them may be indicated by the fact they they recognlzed the inadequacy of the
plans they produced. The comments made at the time they were dlscussmg the1r
plan mdlcated that one of the major outcomes of the‘plannlng process was an
%awareness that the task of deslgnlng the program to be J.ntroduced in th’e
school had simply not been donq with any degree of thoroughness. Murj:l of 1:hes
time that was to be devoted to planning for the implementation of the }ir;ogram

was in fact devoted;’ to a very hasty design of major ‘features of the program

-

kS

to be introduced, The consens'us?of the group was that this had been very
useful1 to them, but the question of whether the group ever‘produced either
a sarisfactory 'Qrogram desi’gn or a usable implementation plan remains
unanswered, h " ' ', | “«
R , . s
Responses to open ended and limited response opinion questions about the
planriing process and the materials in the training uni.t showed that the group
; found the)txmit ahd,experience valuable to them, felt the unit would be of
; value to school staffs and believed they had learned a great‘ deal as a result
of usin(g'the unit. They also said they thought that'users of the  unit, needed
mo;e-{ilrectlons and more examples to show what was to be accomplished at the
conclusion of each step of the planning sequence. Additionally, they recom-
mended that future users of the unit have a program design available .tp them

' before plannh)g for the implementation of the program, thit sections be

.

oy
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rewritten mgre in outline form with an introduction describiné the intended

-

outcomes for each section, that ithe task 6f preparing a m1s51on statement be

clarified and that the pmposed sequenc:mg of planning tasks as presented

"in the unit be recon51dered

Preparatiorf of Current Version ' L ‘ \ T
The unit ‘was again edited and partially rewritten auring the fall of 1974,

and used one more time,- Th;gs most recent use of the unit was not designed as

v

a f1e1d teSty rather, arrangements 'had been/made by- another division of the

Labmatory for members o0f the central- office of a schoo] district to use all
\
of the Educational Management products in sequence. The motivation of the .
.
group for participatmg in these sessmns was in, part external.

\

The problem

chosen by the group as the "theme" for all the training was not predominantly
\

an instructional one; they were concerned with increasing the usage by

students of audio-visual and other materials in ,a learning resource center °*

~

located in each of the 'high schools in the district. "I’he Lahoratory staff r
N . )
member who had béen primarily responsible for the development of the Planning

Program i\mplementation unit was the coordmator for all of these traifiing .’

sessions; a sfa_ff member from the Educational Management Program attended the

meetings, when PPI was used, as an observer but no field test data were ob-
yijen ¥

~ . e
tained in this instance. ‘- "

At the conclusion of the second session using PPI it became evident that
this ggroup, working on the problem, they had defmed and under the condit;tons
of training could not proceed very successfully w1th the unit as designed

In the remaining three sessions (this version was designed for ohly five

' three hour sessions) the coepdinator took on 2 much more directive role than

specified in the unit, usmg the unit as a guide and resource for. the train:mg

Used in this way, the group produced a document that should probany be quit,e

) . . -

2 .

¥ .
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useful for them as a detailed or annotated list of major tasks to be accom-

1

pllshed in progressmg toward the1r part1cu1ar obJectlves w1th at least
tentatlve m11estone dates associated with the tasks. A copy of thls plan has

been- mcluded in the program file, but at best it can: be con'sldered only as a

draft program de51gn. N
\ - b ‘ -

{
The' present version of the unit represents a rev151on of the unit -used ~

in this last sltuatlon. The maJor change introduced was to devote a larger
——

portion of the time (essentlall)\' two three- holir sessions) to placmg Jmple-

mentation planning in the context of overall mstructlonal plannmg, w1t{1
/ \

cautions and directions in tﬁe event that the planning group has not given ‘&;»
\ v -
ex’xough con51derat10n to’ mstructlonal program purposes and demgn\
4—~\ ' nd . .
\ . Conclusmn CL 7 J

The e\ctens;we rev1ew prototype test1ng and revision processeé have

-

indicated that tfus,unlt is dnected to very 1mportant obJect1ves which are

crucial to the final success of 1nsth.1ctlona1 program plannlng and installa-,
N

{«tlon. There also seems to be merit in approachmg the: mplémentatlon planning

- " ‘~
/s
task us”i‘ng a process guide, but it is not yet ev1dent in detail what is accom-

pl 1shed u’smg the unit, or how much the accompllshments are related to m-

H K

creased apprec1atlop ‘and understanding of processes and‘ Jwhat part is related
to increased knowledge, op awareness of lack of kno‘wledge Additionally, the
need for, and the role of a group leader or exteml coordlnator is not clear,

L , !

nor is there ev,1dence that the use of thls process guldé will accomplish -the’

stated goal of enablméjéchool staff to produce an Jmplementatmn plan that

can be used by other school staff} . . .

The decisjon has becn, made by the Far West Laboraté‘ry management group-

that an interim mventory of thls unit in its presenf form gshould not be

produced and sold by the Laboratory through 1ts Educatlonal Services Division.

\ . -
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At preaent there are no funds avallable fo; contlmi%d OTr new develop;nent
¥

work to achieve the goals to wh1ch the unit is d1rected "and it seems unlikely

that such funds would become av’ailqble in the foreseeable futuren, The best

LN
disseminatignjstrategy under these Circumstances seems to be that of submitting

. * ¢ e
»

the unit forsinclusion in the ERIC .system, thus making it available 4n the
public domain without any stated pr6duct claims,

A/small inventory of- tl;le unit w111 be retamed by the Laboratory for.

Ao 'S

'p0551ble staff use, /f fox gddltlonal fleld testmg, shouch the opportunlty

arise.. , - '
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